Finance (10)
Property Coverage ratio, Collection Efficiency (Property Tax) Current Year, Collection Efficiency (Property Tax) Arrears, Per capita gross own revenue receipts, Per capita tax receipts, Per capita own non tax receipts, Per capita expenditure, 18% utilization (ob+ current year), Income per Employee… (Rs.), Expense per Employee… (Rs.) Given this background, the present paper has the objective to analyse the region, division and district wise status of ULBs in service level benchmarking in the state of Karnataka and its relationship with per capita income.
The present paper has been divided into six sections, after the introduction, section two analyses region and division wise status in different service level benchmarking. Section three is devoted to district level analyses, while section four is on the performance of different types of ULBs. In fifth section relationship among and between different indicators are traced and the last section provides concluding remarks for the paper.
II. Region and Division wise performance:
Based on the data available at different levels of ULBs in Karnataka Urban Service Level Benchmarking Ranking Report for the year 2009-2010averages have been calculated for each region, division and district to see their performance in different sectors. Average performance of different ULBs in different sectors have been presented in table 1. In the table, maximum score as well as obtained score for different sectors are presented for all the administrative divisions of the north and the south regions. It is found that the average mark of the state is 210 out of the maximum marks of 540. It means only 39 per cent of bench marking has been achieved in the state. Among the different sectors, benchmarking is good in Roads, Roadside Drains & Streetlights (45 marks with 50%) and Municipal Finance (50 marks with 50%).Water supply (48 marks with 48%) and solid waste management (60 marks with 40 %) with Municipal Finance (50 marks and 50%) showing good performance comparatively. Lower performance is observed in the sectors like Waste Water Management (3 marks with 6%) and Development of Parks & Gardens (4 marks with 15%). In Disease Control out of 25 marks noneof the ULBs have got any score in the state. In overall service level benchmarking, southern region is in a better-off condition with 217 marks as compared to the northern region which has scored 202 marks. Further, south Karnataka is in a good position in all the sectors except Solid Waste Management, where the north has scored higher marks (1mark more) than the south. Among the divisions, Mysore division stands in the first position with an average mark of 230 followed by Belgaum (217 marks) and Bangalore (204 marks). Lowest marks were obtained by Gulbarga (177) division. Except in Solid Waste Management in all the other sectors Mysore division retained the first position. Gulbarga stands at the lowest position in all seven sectors.
Another excise has been made to see the inter-ULB variations/imbalances of different division of both the regions of the state. For this purpose Coefficient of variation has been calculated and presented in table 2. It is found that among the sectors, Waste Water Management (207) has the highest inter-ULB variations in benchmarking followed by Development of Parks & Gardens (137) . Between the regions it is found that both south and 
IV Service Level Benchmarking of Different Levels of ULBs:
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* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
Conclusion:
NorthKarnataka in general and Hyderabad Karnataka in particular are under developed in urban service level benchmarkinglike most of the sectors in the state. Hence, special attention is to be paid for this region both in planning and allocation of money. In addition to this, a monitoring mechanism should be set up for this region so that more funds can be mobilised and utilised for the speedy development of this region. Along with this, political will and commitment should be there in the party which is in power at the state level. A deadline has to be fixed for higher allocation for under developed regions to reach the average level in benchmarking. After the completion of a stipulated time, allocation should be fixed on the basis of their achievements. Higher allocation should be given to those ULBs, which have achieved higher performance in provision of the services.
More powers should be given to Urban Local Bodies and its elected representatives. Further, a monitoring mechanism should be set up in lower performing sectors so that targets can be achieved. Along with higher allocation for higher performing ULBs. Incentives, rewards and promotions should be given to the concerned staff as well as people's representatives. Targets should be like -24 hours water supply for 30 per cent of households of the city, 60 per cent of 
